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we accept part of the recommendation that their 
appearances should be validated, their 
enrolment should also be validated, and it is not 
going to affect adversely the seniority of the 
members of the Bar Council as there is no 
uniform list so far prepared by the Bar Council 
of India. I, therefore, press that this amendment 
should be accepted. 

SHRI   P.   GOVINDA   MENON   : I 
cannot accept it for the reasons already 
explained by me. 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI RAM 
NIWAS MIRDHA)  l The question is  l 

4. "That at page 2, lines 8-9, after the 
words and brackets '(whether by way of 
pleading or acting or both)', the words 'and 
their seniority shall be counted from the date 
of their respective enrolment commencing 
from the 28th day of February, 1963' be 
inserted." 

The motion was negatived. 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI RAM 
NIWAS MIRDHA) : Amendment No. 5 is 
barred. 

Now the question is : 

3 "That at page 1, line 7, for the words 
and figures' 'the Advocates Act, 1961,' the 
words 'the principal Act,'   be   substituted." 

The motion was adopted. 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI RAM 
NIWAS MIRDHA) l The question is : 

"That clause 2, as amended, stand part of 
the Bill" 
The motion was adopted. 

Clause 2, as amended, was added to the 
Bill. 

Clause 3 was added to the Bill. 
New   Clause   \A 

SHRI    P.    GOVINDA     MENON    : 
Sir, I move i 

2. "That at page 1, after line 6, the 
following new clause be inserted, namely    
:— 

'1A. Amendment of section 24—In clause (a) 
of sub-section (3) of section 24 of the 
Advocates Act,   1961 (25 of 1961) 

(hereinafter referred to as the principal Act), 
the words, figures and letters 'before the 31st 
day of March, 1964' and 'then in force' shall be 
omitted'." 

The question was put and the motion was 
adopted. 

New Clause I-A was added to the Bill. 

Clause 1,    the   Enacting Formula and the 
Title were added to the Bill. 

SHRI   P.   GOVINDA   MENON       : Sir, I 
move i 

"That the Bill, as amended, be passed." 

The question was proposed. 

SHRI MULKA GOVINDA REDDY i Mr. 
Vice-Chairman, I must thank Mr. Govinda 
Menon, the Law Minister for having brought 
forward this Bill and getting it passed. For the 
last three years I was one of those who 
consistently and persistently tried to convince 
the Government to see that this amendment 
was brought forward and their enrolment, the 
enrolment of the 174 Advocates was validated. 
But unfortunately the then Minister-in-charge 
did not heed to our request. I am glad that the 
present Minister has done it. I am very thankful 
to him as also the Advocates in the Mysore Bar  
Council  are  very  grateful  to  him. 

Thank you. 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI RA M 
NIWAS MIRDHA) i   The  question is ; 

"That the Bill, as amended, be passed." 

The motion was adopted. 

THE     REQUISITIONING     AND 
ACQUISITION  OF   IMMOVABLE 

(PROPERTY AMENDMENT) 
BILL,   1968 THE   MINISTER      

OF      WORKS, HOUSING   AND   SUPPLY       
(SHRI JAGANNATH RAO) i I beg to move  

"That the Bill further to amend the 
Requisitioning ana Acquisition of Im-
movable Property Act, 1952, as passed by 
the Lok Sabha, be taken into consideration." 

In the wake of the Chinese aggression, the 
Defence of   India   Act,    1962. 
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was passed. Under that Act and the Rules made 
thereunder, certain properties including lands 
and buildings were requisitioned for purposes 
essential for meeting the emergency. With the 
revocation of the Proclamation of Emergency 
on 10th January, 1968, the Defence of India Act 
came to an end, the result being that large 
extent of lands and buildings which were 
requisitioned are still with the Government. 
These properties cannot be immediately de-
requisitioned or acquired. The cost of 
acquisition would come to about Rs. 35 crores 
and on some of these lands, valuable structures 
have been erected for defence purposes and it is 
not possible to dismantle the structures and 
hand over the properties. Therefore, it was 
considered that the Requisitioning and 
Acquisition of Immovable Properties Act, 
1952, should be so amended as to include these 
requisitions as having been done under that Act 
as on 10th January 1968. Accordingly a Bill 
was introduced in the Lok Sabha on 10th May, 
1968 but unfortunately, the Bill could not be 
passed into law. The emergency having been 
revoked, the Defence of India Act came to an 
end on 10th July 1968. Therefore, on 17th June 
1968, an Ordinance was passed on the same 
lines as the Bill which was originally 
formulated and introduced in this House. 
Therefore, this Bill, in the main, tries to replace 
the Ordinance by passing this Bill into law. 

Having to come to this House with this Bill, 
it was also found necessary to amend trie 
provisions regarding compensation which 
existed in section 8 (3) (b) which was struck 
down by the Delhi High Court and earlier, a 
similar provision under the Punjab Act was 
struck down by the Supreme Court. The 
Government thought it highly desirable to 
bring the law in conformity with the 
interpretation put by the Supreme Court and 
the High Courts. Therefore, section 8 of the 
original Act is being amended to bring it in line 
with the decision of the Supreme Court. These 
are the two main provisions of this amending 
Bill and it has been passed by the Lok Sabha 
and I move this motion for consideration. 

The question was proposed. 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI RAM 
NIWAS MIRDHA) : Mr. Sejwalkar. 

 

Sub-Clause (b)— 

"No property shall be acquired under this 
section except in the following circumstances, 
namely   i 

"where any works have during the period 
of requisition boing constructed on, in, or 
over the property wholly or partially at the 
expense of the Central Government and the 
Government decides that the value of or the 
right to use such work should be acquired 
or preserved for the purpose of the 
Government." 

 

"Where the cost of restoring the property to 
its condition at the time of requisition would 
in the determination of the Central 
Government be excessive and the owner 
declines to accept release from requisition of 
the property without payment of 
compensation for so restoring the property". 
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SHRI M. P. BHARGAVA (Uttar Pradesh) l 

Mr. Vice-Chairman, Sir, I do not say that this 
Bill is unnecessary. I give my support to the 
Bill but I fail to understand the sequence of 
events. If we analyse the sequence of events— 
which I shall do presently—it will be found 
that it is a sad commentary on the working of 
the Works and Housing Ministry, the Ministry 
of Law, and those persons in the Ministry of 
Parliamentary Affairs who are responsible for 
arranging the business in the two Houses. 

Now this is a Bill which is consequential on 
certain events happening in the country, and if 
the Ministries function well, they should be 
prepared to meet the situation as and when it 
arises. With the normal functioning of the 
Ministry the Bill should have been ready 
before the 10th of January, when the 
emergency was lifted. There was no reason why 
the Ministry waited till after the actual lifting 
of the emergency and then set in motion the 
whole process which had to be gone through 
within six months. This is as far as the 
responsibility of the Ministry of Works, Housing 
and Supply is concerned. 

Next comes the Ministry of Law. I would 
like to know this from the hon. Minister for 
Works, Housing and Supply. When did he 
actually send the draft Bill as envisaged by his 
Department to the Ministry of Law? That will 
fix the responsibility of the Works and Housing 
Ministry as to how long after the 10th of 
January they began to act. 

And then will come the responsibility of the 
Ministry of Law who are supposed to finalise 
all legislative business. Now the Bill has been 
actually introduced three and a half months 
after the actual lifting of the emergency. The 
responsibility for this has to be shared by the 
Works and Housing, and the Law Ministries, 
and definitely shared, in these three and a half 
months. The Minister will have to explain to 
this House this. Why could he not introduce 
the Bill as soon as the Parliament started its 
Budget Session in 1968, and why had the 
Ministry to wait till the 30th of April, till 
towards the fag end of the Budget Session, for 
introducing such an important Bill which   was 
con- 

sequential after the lifting of the emergency ? 
Now I come to the part of the Parliamentary 

Affairs Ministry. On the 30th of April the Bill 
was introduced in the Lok Sabha, and the Lok 
Sabha was sitting till the 18th of May. I would 
like to know why priority was not given to this 
piece of legislation so that between the 30th of 
April and the 18th of May it could get through 
the Lok Sabha. And the Rajya Sabha, as the 
House is aware, was sitting till the 22nd of 
May, 1968. If efforts had been made to see that 
the Lok Sabha passed the Bill by the 18th of 
May, I see no difficulty why the Rajya Sabha 
could not have passed the Bill before the 22nd 
of May when it rose. If all the actions had been 
taken in time, the Presidential Proclamation, 
which came 19 days after the Parliament 
adjourned, would not have been necessary. So, 
in my humble opinion, if I may say so it is not 
a proper use of Presidential Proclamations. 
Presidential Proclamation is a very sanctified 
process, if I may say so, it should be used only 
when it must be and when it is absolutely 
necessary, when there is no other course but to 
request the President to issue a Presidential 
Proclamation. And that is the intention of the 
Constitution too. If we use Presidential 
Proclamations for the lapses of the 
Government, and for the inaction of the 
officers and the Ministers of the various 
Ministries, it is a sad commentary on the 
working of the whole Government of India. I 
do hope that this will be the last occasion when 
a Presidential Proclamation is used in such a 
manner. I do hope also that the Ministry will 
function in time in future and will see that such 
occasions are not repeated. 

As I said in the beginning, this is a Bill 
which must go through, because it is 
consequential, and if it is not passed in time so 
many difficulties would be faced in practice, 
because lots of immoveable properties have 
been requisitioned, and on the 10th of July, in 
the normal course, if steps had not been taken, 
the Government of India would have had to 
face a very awkwardsituation. 

Therefore, I still feel that the Bill is 
necessary and I do hope it will get the support 
of the House, but I will once again say with all 
the emphasis at my command that in future 
more care should be taken to see that action, 
wherever necessary, is taken in time and well 
in time, so that such a situation can be saved. 

Thank you. 
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SHRI    DAHYABHAI    V.    PATEL 
(Gujarat) : Sir, I am inclined to agree with Mr. 
Bhargava in his observations regarding the 
way in which this Bill has been brought 
forward but this is not the first time that such a 
measure has been brought before us. 
Government does not seem to learn from 
experience. This Government has been 
conducting the affairs of the country for the 
last twenty years and such powers of 
acquisition and requisition have been used, 
rather misused in many States as well as in 
Delhi. One can understand that when the 
Government of India was formed immediately 
after independence there might have been 
difficulties and the Government had to use 
these powers to get property but for how long? 
On the one hand we see large palatial buildings 
being built for Government secretariat; on the 
one hand we see large number of colonies for 
employees which are necessary but they are 
built and no service is provided for them and 
they lie vacant for years. It is a sad 
commentary on the way in which these things 
are done. 

My father used to stay in a house when 
he was a Minister. It belonged to a 
friend and he stayed there because of 
Gandhiji's idea of Ministers setting 
an example and staying in small houses. 
For allowing the use of that house the 
landlord was punished and for ten years 
afterwards that house was not returned 
to the original owner as it should have been 
done. And what was it used for? It 
was used for all sorts of sundry things, 
including the Office of the Election Com 
mission. I say it was atrocious; it was 
something done deliberately to punish 
somebody who was friendly to my father 
and that is how this Ministry is working. 
And in what condition was it handed over 
to him? I happened to be a Member of 
Parliament when the building was being 
returned; I had also been there during 
his lifetime and I know how it was being 
kept. But when it was being returned it 
was completely in ruins. This is what this 
Ministry does. They spend lakhs and 
lakhs of rupees on small things every 
where but these essential things nobody 
seems to think of or bother about. We 
are supposed to have a huge Planning 
Commission; we are supposed to have a 
Ministry of Works, Housing and Supply; we are 
supposed to have Ministries who 
go on acquiring private property without 
any compunction and now, of course, 
hardly anything is left. This is a gross abuse 
of privilege. 

I have recollection of a case in Bombay 
where somebody bought a huge piece of land. 
It was a mill that was being demolished with 
the idea of putting up a housing colony there. 
Somehow somebody got the idea that that is 
required for Government purposes and there 
was a suit which went on right up to the High 
Court and the Supreme iCourt for ten or fifteen 
years and ultimately the Government 
compromised with the party. Why should they 
harass people like this by acquiring their 
property in this manner? This is not what a 
Government of the people should do if it is a 
Government for the people's benefit. Of course, 
if it is for the benefit of the Congress coterie 
then they can do what they like. Then let them 
say so openly that this is a Government of 
Congress coterie for the benefit of the 
Congress coterie. This is a very sad 
commentary on the way in which things are 
being done; we are asked to rush through with 
this at the last minute because otherwise the 
ordinance will lapse. This should be done in a 
considered manner; a measure like this should 
be sent to the select Committee, evidence 
should be recorded from people and the pros 
and cons of the issue should be gone into fully 
before giving the Government such wide 
powers particularly when it is known that the 
Government has been abusing these powers. 

SHRI CHITTA BASU (West Bengal) : Sir, I 
rise to oppose this Bill generally on two 
grounds. Firstly, I oppose this because 
Parliament cannot allow this Government to 
misuse this power which the Government got 
under the emergency. During the emergency it 
was quite right for the Government and it was 
also understandable and we might also have 
agreed that the Government should have such 
powers to meet certain situations during the 
emergency. But now we find that those powers 
which were given to the Government during the 
emergency are sought to be used even at a time 
when there is no emergency. Therefore, my 
first objection to the Bill is that this Govern-
ment should not be allowed to exercise these 
emergency powers during the period when there 
is no emergency. 

The second point is this. This power has been 
abused on many occasions in a variety of ways. 
The hon. Minister is on record as having said 
that by the Ministry of Defence alone huge 
amount of land to the tune   of 65,960   acres    
had been 
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requisitioned up till now and 2086 flats had 
also been requisitioned by the Government 
under this Act. So far as my own experience is 
concerned I can tell for the benefit of this 
House that acquisition on many occasions has 
been done in a very haphazard manner. 
Hundreds and thousands of acres of land, 
mostly of the poor people of the villages, have 
been taken possession of and even after 10, 12 
or 15 years, those plots of land are not being 
used by the Government. I really do not know 
for which purpose those lands were acquired 
by the Government. You will be surprised to 
know, Mr. Vice-Chairman, that even when our 
country is passing through a very serious food 
crisis these huge plots of land are not allowed 
to be ploughed by the cultivators from whom 
they had been acquired under this Act. I know 
of certain instances in my own district of 24 
Par-ganas and in Nadia and other districts also 
thousands of acres of land have been taken 
away from the poor cultivators without those 
lands being put to any use. We had even 
requested the collectors and other officials to 
allow the cultivators to produce something on 
those lands and we had even said that the Gov-
ernment could have a share of the produce as 
owner of those lands but Mr. Vice-Chairman, 
you will be astonished to learn that even when 
lands are remaining fallow and when there are 
land hungry people clamouring for land they 
are not allowed even to cultivate those lands. I 
do not know for which purpose Government 
have taken those lands away from those 
people. There are many such instances by 
which I can prove that this Act has been used in 
a way which does not serve the purpose either 
of the country or of the Government. The 
Government is also, I understand, not willing 
to perpetuate possession of the lands acquired 
by them and they want to derequisition them. 
If they want to derequisition those lands, why 
should there be so much delay? And I would 
suggest in this connection that there should be 
a Committee with representatives of the 
people, members of Parliament and members of 
the various legislatures so that they may decide 
which land is to be finally acquired and which 
is to be derequisitioned and it can also ensure 
that no delay occurs in deciding upon either 
final acquisition or derequisition. As it is, the 
Government does not appear to be decided as 
to which land is to be acquired permanently 
and which land is to be derequisitioned. 

I think it would be useful to set up a 
Committee to advise the Government in this 
matter of how best to utilise the lands acquired 
by the Government and how quickly 
derequisitioning can be given effect to in 
respect of lands not required by the 
Government. 

SHRI KR1SHAN KANT (Haryana) : Under 
the chairmanship of Mr. Chitta Basu? 

SHRI CHITTA BASU : Under your 
chairmanship because you are in the Treasury 
Bench. 

SHRI M. P. BHARGAVA : None of you; 
we will have a third one. 

SHRI CHITTA BASU i Again, Mr. Vice-
Chairman, you know a Committee has been set 
up under Mr. Mulla which is going round the 
country examining what should be the criteria 
for acquisition of land because there is dearth 
of land in the country. Particularly when our 
country is passing through a serious food crisis 
we cannot afford not to fully utilise the land 
resources of our country. The Mulla 
Committee is going round the country, 
examining witnesses, and certainly the 
Committee will submit its report after 
considering all the pros and cons of the 
problem and keeping in view the need for 
maximum utility of the available land and my 
suggestion in this context is that the Govern-
ment should come out with a comprehensive 
Bill in the light of the report that the Mulla 
Committee may be submitting in the near 
future. 

Then, this fundamental problem of 
acquisition and de-requisitioning of land will 
be properly met. Unless this type of 
comprehensive Bill is brought forward, I think 
this problem cannot be solved in a half-hearted 
way. Therefore, with these remarks, I urge 
upon the Government that this kind of half-
hearted measures cannot be in the interests of 
the nation, cannot be in the interests of the 
people and cannot be in the interests of the 
Government. I think this Parliament would do 
well not to pass this Bill in the interests of the 
poor   people. 
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SHRI JAGANNATH RAO : Mr. Vice-

Chairman, I am thankful to the hon. Members 
who have taken part in this debate. My friend, 
Mr. Bhargava, and Mr. Dahyabhai Patel took 
objection to the issuing of Ordinances by the 
President. This power, which according to my 
hon. friends should be sparingly used, is being 
used indiscriminately, many Bills, which should 
have been introduced in either of the Houses in 
the ordinary course, were not introduced and 
that resort was being had to Ordinances. May 1 
explain the circumstances in which the 
Ordinance had to be issued? My Ministry or I 
could not be expected to know when the 
emergency would be revoked It was a Cabinet 
decision, a secret decision of the Government. 
On the 10th January only, when it was revoked, 
I came to know of it, along with others. 
Immediately after the revocation of emergency, 
the Defence of India Act naturally comes to an 
end. Of course, its operation was extended for 
six months under another provision of the 
General Clauses Act, and the Defence of India 
Act and the Rules made therein would cease to 
be effective on the 10th July, 1968. Therefore, 
as the administering Ministry,   as the Minister-
in-Charge   of 

the operation of this Act, I had to prepare a 
summary, go to the Cabinet for approval. Only 
then the Bill could be dratted and introduced in 
the House. On my part I have taken all 
precautions. The Cabinet had to approve the 
Bill and then its formal introduction. One fact I 
would request the House to bear in mind. The 
last session of Parliament was the Budget 
Session. This Bill had to be introduced in Lok 
Sabha and not in this House. 

As a matter of fact, the Bill was introduced in 
the Lok Sabha, but as the House is aware, that 
was the Budget Session. There was so much of 
work that there was no time, not even two 
hours, which could be spared for a discussion of 
this Bill. I had requested my colleague, the 
Minister of Parliamentary Affairs, to provide 
some time, so that this Bill could be passed and 
then it could come to this House. But time was 
not available and Members were not willing for 
the prolongation of the House even for a day or 
two. That was the reason why this Bill could not 
be passed in that House. Therefore, the actions 
taken under the Defence of India Act will be 
nullified if there is no continuity in that Act. 
Before 10th July, 1968 when the Defence of 
India Act comes to an end there must be another 
law which should regularise the properties that 
have been requisitioned under the earlier law. 
Otherwise there will be a vacuum and 
Government cannot hold any properties that 
have been requisitioned under the law. 
Therefore, to regularise the requisition which 
was done under that law, and to hold them on, 
there must be some legal authority vested in the 
Government to hold on to those properties. That 
was the reason why the Ordinance had been 
resorted to. I personally feel and I entirely agree 
with my hon. friends that the power of issuing 
an Ordinance should not be resorted to. For 
instance, in the case of the Advocates 
(Amendment) Bill an Ordinance was issued. 
Therefore, the Government also should be 
vigilant. As far as I am concerned, I have taken 
all precautions. Unfortunately there was no time 
in the Lok Sabha for passing the Bill—the Bill 
was introduced in May. Therefore, the 
Ordinance was issued. 

On the merits of the Bill I also quite agree 
with the sentiments expressed by hon. Members 
from both sides of the House that Government 
should not hold on indefinitely to properties 
which are requisitioned.    The    moment    the 
public 
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purpose for which properties belonging to 
citizens  are  requisitioned  ceases  to exist,   
they   should   be   derequisitioned. In other 
words, no citizen shall be deprived of his right 
to use his property and to put it to any use that 
he likes.   That being one's  fundamental right, I  
quite agree with the proposition.   Under this 
Bill I can only take into consideration the lands 
and buildings that have been requisitioned 
under the Defence of India Act,    1962.   There   
are   about    65,000 acres of land and 285 
houses.   Two courses are open to Government  
: either to acquire  the  property straightway 
which means, as I said, in my opening speech, 
that Rs. 35 crores approximately will be 
required, or to derequisition them.    As I 
explained, there are some which   are essential.   
But within six months is  it possible for 
Government to come to   a decision either to 
acquire or to derequisition ? To derequisition a 
property may be impossible and ultimately that 
may have to   be  acquired.   Secondly,  
portions  of buildings were also requisitioned.   
How can  a  portion  be  acquired? Therefore, 
they have to be derequisitioned.   Therefore, six 
months are not too long a period, and it should 
not be said that Government is indefinitely 
holding on to properties.   I agree with the 
sentiments expres-ed, and   I also personally 
feel    that no person should be deprived of   his 
right to enjoy his property.   I have been 
following this policy of progressive 
derequisitioning, and I may also inform the 
House that   Government is   paying rent   to 
the tune of Rs. 58  lakhs    every year for the 
requisitioned properties.   It is not a small sum.   
Why     should  Government     pay Rs. 58 lakhs 
as rent to private persons ? There are about 285 
private requisitioned houses in Delhi, Bombay 
and    Calcutta, and 262 leased houses in Delhi,  
Bombay and   Calcutta.   Since   1st    April,   
1967, 76 units have been released: 37 in Delhi, 
33 in    Bombay   and    6   in      Calcutta, 
resulting in a   saving of   over      Rs. 6 lakhs    
per     annum.      Therefore,  derequisition of 
76    units has    saved Rs. 6 lakhs to 
Government. Therefore, we are anxious to    
see    that the    requisitioned properties   are   
immediately      derequisitioned or, if they are   
considered to be necessary, are    acquired on 
payment of full   compensation. 

It is also said; why should there be two 
parallel laws ? The Land Acquisition Act of 
1894 does not deal with requisitioning   of 
property; it only deals 

with acquisition of property. I may here give a 
brief history of the Requisitioning Act. Under 
the Defence of India Act, rule 75(a) of the 
Defence of India Rules was there which gave 
power to Government to requisition property 
and acquire property which had been requisi-
tioned. Therefore, after the Defence of India 
Act ceased to exist, there came the 1947 
Requisitioning Act, which was a temporary Act. 
Then came in 1952 the Requisitioning and 
Acquisition Act. This Act is also temporary. It 
will cease to exist on the 13th March, 1970. 
Therefore, what I am now seeking to do by this 
amending Bill is to continue to requisitioning 
power tiii 13th March, 1970. Therefore, even 
after the passing of this Bill all the 
requisitioning powers of the Government 
continue only till the 13th March, 1970. 
Therefore, it is really less   than   two years... 

SHRI MULKA GOVINDA REDDY : 
Where is the guarantee that you will not   come   
again for   further extension ? 

SHRI JAGANNATH RAO : Then it is open 
to the hon, Members to again question the right 
of the Government, the propriety of the 
Government of again having a law perpetuating 
requisitioning? As I stand in this House today, 
this is only a temporary measure which ceases 
to   exist   on   13th March, 1970. 

Then, when I come to the House for 
amending a certain provision of the Act it is 
also my duty to see that any judicial 
pronouncements affecting any of the sections of 
the Act are given effect. Therefore, the 
necessary amendment has been made to section 
8. 

Some hon. Member has also spoken about 
the Mulla Committee. I said in the other House 
and also say here that I will welcome the report 
of the Mulla Committee, and if the report is 
received in time, say early next year, 
Government willcsrtainly come forward with 
an amending and consolidating Bill both in res-
pect of the law of acquisition and of requisition. 
I also agree that there should not be parallel 
laws. The Act which gives power to acquire 
property should have also provision for 
requsition of property under certain 
circumstances. A single Act will certainly serve 
the purpose and there need be no two separate 
laws for requisition of property and also for 
acquisition of the requisitioned property. 
Therefore, these are matters which will certainly   
be   taken   into   consideration 
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I only hope that the Mulla Committee's report 
will be made available to the Goveinment and 
as soon as it is received, Government will take 
action at the earliest possible moment. 

I think I have answered all the objections. 

SHRI CHITTA BASU : Will the Gov-
ernment be pleased to allow the cultivators to 
cultivate their lands, which are not used  by the  
Government? 

SHRI JAGANNATH RAO : It will be  for  
the   appropriate   department. 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI RAM 
NIWAS MIRDHA) : The question is  

"That the Bill further to amend the 
Requisitioning and Acquisition of Im-
movable Property Act, 1952, as passed by 
the Lok Sabha, be taken into consideration." 

The motion was adopted. 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI RAM 
NIWAS MIRDHA) : We shall now take up 
clause by clause consideration of the Bill. 

Clauses 2 to 4 were added to the Bill. 

Clause 1, the enacting formula and the 
title were added   to   the   Bill. 

SHRI JAGANNATH RAO : Sir I   move 
"That   the   Bill   be   passed 

The question was proposed. 
SHRI M. P. BHARGAVA : Mr. Vice-

Chairman, I am not very happy with 

the explanation given by the Minister. While he 
has emphasized the part played by the Ministry 
of Parlipmentpry Affairs after the introduction 
of the Bill, which is only 18 days, he had no 
explanation to offer for the 3^ months' delay in 
the introduction of the Bill. When did he 
actually take steps to initiate the whole thing? I 
am interested in knowing that date. 

SHRI JAGANNATH RAO : 1 cannot give 
details. I cannot throw the blame on any sister 
Departments. 1 have only said that I have taken 
action in proper time. 

SHRI CHITTA BASU : He has not answered 
my question, whether he will allow cultivators 
to cultivate lands which are not used by the 
Government? 

SHRI JAGANNATH RAO : As I have said, 
I was not aware when the emergency would be 
revoked. It was a secret decision of the 
Government. 1 came to know of it along with 
others. 

SHRI M. P. BHARGAVA : It was known to 
the country that the emergency would be lifted 
any time, for over a year. 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI RAM 
NIWAS MIRDHA)  : The question is  

"That the Bill be passed. 
The motion was adopted. 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI RAM 
NIWAS  

 
The House stands adjourned till 11.00 a.m. 
tomorrow. 

The House then adjourned at one 
minute past five of the clock till eleven 
of the clock on Tuesday,   the   30th   
July,   1968. 
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